RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS ON
DRAFT LPDES PERMIT NO. LAG480006 FOR
DISCHARGES FROM LIGHT COMMERCIAL FACILITIES

Al 84683 / PER20060001

Date Prepared: June 22, 2006

SUMMARY: A copy of the draft reissuance permit was published in the Amcrican Press of
Lake Charles, The Advocate of Baton Rouge, The Times-Picayune of New Orleans, The
Advertiser of Lafayette, The Courier of Houma, The New-Star of Monroe, The Times of
Shreveport, and The Town Talk of Alexandria on Thursday, May 4, 2006. In order to reach as
many people as possible in the parishes most severely impacted by Hurricanes Katrina and Rita
the public notice was published a second time on Thursday, May 4, 2006, in the American
Press of lLake Charles, The Advocate of Baton Rouge. and The Times-Picayune of New
Orleans. The public comment period for the draft permit was extended fifteen (15) extra days.
The public notice was also published on the LDEQ Permits Public Web page at
http://www.deqg.louisiana.gov/news/pubnotice/default.asp.

The Water Permits Division received several comments related to the draft general permit.

Copies of the official comments are attached for reference. The comments are neither quoted
nor paraphrased below. The comments made in the attached comment letters are simply
referenced and then addressed by the response.

Response to Written Comments Received from William L. Ray, Winnfield, LA:

The permit limits established in the permit are protective of surface water quality standards.
Discharges are permitted 1o surface drainage systems or directly to water bodies. If an issue
arises where a discharge might compromise a private water well, the applicant will either be
directed to reroute the discharge to protect the private water well or the application will be
denied. If an issue arises where more protective water quality based limits are required to
protect the designated uses of the receiving water body then an individual permit containing the
appropriate water quality based effluent limitations will be issued.

All permittees are required to meet the effluent limits for all permitted discharges and to treat
wastewater, 1f necessary, to meet the permit limits.

This LPDES general permit is intended to regulate a variety of wastewater types and storm
water discharges from certain types of facilities. Storm water permits regulate facilities in such
a manner as to minimize contamination of surface runoff from equipment and materials
handling and storage areas, and other areas of facilities where various industrial activities might
expose precipitation or surface runoff to pollutants that could contaminate storm water.
Although the LPDES program does not directly regulate the storage and/or disposal of
radioactive material. there are other environmental protection programs that deal with such
issues.




Response to Written Comments Received from Marylee M. Orr, Executive
Director, Louisiana Environmental Action Network (LEAN):

There are two general approaches for developing technology-based effluent limitations for
industrial facilities; (1) using national effluent limitations guidelines (ELGs) and (2) using Best
Professional Judgment (BPJ) in the absence of ELGs. The intent of a technology-based effluent
limitation is to require a minimum level of treatment for industrial/municipal peint sources
based on currently available treatment technologies while allowing the discharger to use any
available control technique to meet the limitations. For industrial sources, the national ELGs
are developed based on the demonstrated performance of a reasonable level of treatment that is
within the economic means of specific categories of industrial facilities. Where national ELGs
have not been developed, the same performance-based approach is applied to the categories of
discharges. ELGs have not been developed for the categories of discharges included in the
general permit; therefore, the incorporation of BPI limits including technology based
considerations is appropriate.

Technology based effluent limitations have been scientifically developed by the EPA and the
state to establish a minimum level of pollutant controls for all point source dischargers of
conventional pollutants, non-conventional pollutants, and toxic pollutants to provide equity
among dischargers within categories. Some of the technology based permit limits proposed in
the permit are the same as the BPJ technology based limits used by LDEQ in individual permits
for more than 20 years. The Department has found that technology based limits for small
discharges such as those regulated by LAG480000 have been sufficient to protect in-stream
water quality standards. The Department has found that facilities in compliance with the
technology based permit limits that are proposed in LAG480000 have not resulted in non-
compliance of the designated uses of the receiving water bodies. A site-specific anti-
degradation determination is made during the NOI review process for site-specific permit
authorization, and could result in an individual permit being issued to any facility where it is
determined that water quality based permit limits are required to satisfy anti-degradation
regulations. The effluent limits established in the general permit allow low-volume flows of
discharges that are de minimis in nature. Systematic in-stream water quality monitoring
indicates that compliant discharges covered by LPDES general permits are protective of in-
stream water quality standards.

Coverage under this permit is not automatic upon submission of the NOI to the Department.
Coverage is granted upon written notification by the Department that the facility has been
determined to be eligible for coverage under the general permit. During the NOI review
process, if it is discovered that water quality based effluent limitations are more appropriate for
a particular discharger than the technology based permit limits that discharger will not be issued
permit coverage under this general permit.

303(d)-listed streams are listed on a pollutant by pollutant basis. NOls submitted for permit
coverage for discharges to 303(d)-listed streams are carefully evaluated to determine which
pollutant(s) is causing the impairment, what pollutants are contained in the potential
discharger’s effluent, and if permitted discharges from the facility would be protective of in-
stream water quality standards. Coverage under this general permit will not be granted to a



)

facility whose discharges are identified during the NOI review process as having the potential to
cause or contribute to the violation of an in-stream water quality standard.

Should a future TMDL require more stringent {imitations for some facilities already covered by
this general permit, individual permits will be issued to those facilities in that TMDL-limited
stream segment and coverage under this general permit will be terminated. Likewise, should it
be determined during the NOI review process, or by information obtained from DEQ
surveillance staff, or by the receipt of a complaint from the public that more than one of the
facilities covered by this general permit were having a cumulative impact on a receiving
waterbody, then individual permits will be issued 1o the facilities of concern that contain more
stringent water quality based limits.

When a TMDL is established for a pollutant that is contained in one or more general permits,
the discharges covered under those general permits are included in the Waste Load Allocation
for the specific pollutant when determining the TMDL for the pollutant. In the absence of a
TMDL, the technology based permit limits that are established in the permit are scientifically
established such that effluent discharges are treated to levels that do not violate water quality
standards. The stipulations placed on the temperature are based on the temperature criterion
listed in LAC 33:1X.1113.C.4 and is consistent with requirements found in previously issued
LPDES permits. Temperature is included in the permit as “Report” in order to obtain
information that will be used in the future development of TMDLs and wasteload allocations
for various waterbodies. '

The monitoring requirements contained in this permit are consistent with those established in
other general permits for similar wastewater types and in individual permits and have been
adequate to monitor facility permit compliance with permit limits.

Regulations promulgated at LAC 33:1X.2707.A/40 CFR Part 122.44(a) require technology
based effluent limitations to be placed in LPDES permits based on effluent guidelines where
applicable, on BPJ (best professional judgment) in the absence of guidelines, or on a
combination of the two. Effluent guidelines have not been promulgated for the types of
discharges that are covered by this permit, so limitations were determined based on BPJ and on
previously issued permits for similar discharges. Mass limits are often used in industrial
permits where effluent guidelines have been promulgated and when water quality based limits
are imposed in permits. Concentration limits are appropriate where flow is variable in nature.
Because of the intermittent or non-continuous nature of discharges that may be authorized
under this general permit, the effluent limitations for discharges are expressed in units of
concentration.

The Minimum Quantification Level (MQL) is defined as the lowest concentration that can be
reliably quantified with specified limits of precision and accuracy during routine laboratory
operating conditions. The MQL for Benzene is 10 ug/l. Any concentration that is reported
below the MQL is not scientifically reliable and thus unenforceable; therefore EPA and LDEQ
allow those results to be reported as 0. For data collection purposes, both the EPA and LDEQ
are interested in collecting accurate, representative data that reflects scientifically defensible
testing protocols.



Facilities that are covered under the current version of the permit need not reapply for coverage
under the reissued permit. When a TMDL for a pollutant is calculated for a receiving stream
the current discharges into the stream are considered. If it is determined that a facility permitted
under a general permit is no {onger eligible to discharge under that general permit due to TMDL
issues appropriate action will be taken to terminate general permit coverage (See Permit Section

F).

Often individual permits with the same effluent limitations as this general permit are issued to a
facility that is otherwise eligible for coverage under the general permit simply to include
requirements that the facility conduct self-monitoring more frequently than may otherwise be
allowed in the general permit.  Allowing alternate monitoring schedules will allow those
otherwise eligible facilities to be covered under the general permit while requiring more
frequent self-monitoring than most facilities covered under the general permit. This alternative
allows the Department to more closely monitor a facility’s compliance without undertaking the
more time and resource consuming process of issuing an individual permit to the facility.

Some individual permits are issued to facilities that are otherwise eligible for coverage under
this general permit simply because they have the potential to discharge more than 3,000 GPD of
treated sanitary wastewater. When it is determined that sanitary wastewater discharges of less
than 25,000 GPD from a facility will be in compliance with water quality standards or
applicable TMDLs if permitted under the general permit, and the facility is otherwise eligible
for coverage under this general permit, general permit coverage can be issued to the facility.

Although the NOIs do undergo a detailed review process to determine site-specific permit
applicability, the availability of this general permit does streamline the permit issuance process.
It eliminates the time that a permit writer spends on actually writing an individual permit for
each of the minor facilities that are eligible for coverage under the general permit. It minimizes
the time that supervisors and managers must spend in reviewing each individual permit. It also
eltiminates the public notice requirement for facilities whose discharges typically have de
minimis impacts on receiving streams which decreases the length of time a permit writer must
devote to issuing each permit. In summary, the general permit is a more efficient way of
permitting certain minor.industrial facilities that generate common types of incidental, low-
potential wastewaters, which allows the Department of devotle more resources to evaluating
permit applications for individual permits for industrial facilities with discharges that require
more regulatory oversight in order 1o assure that the heaith, safety and welfare of the people and
biota of Louisiana are protected. General permits also ensure consistency of permit conditions
for similar types of facilities and/or discharges that are de minimis in nature. For these reasons.
general permits are provided for in the EPA and state regulations. It should be noted that the
EPA has concurred with the applicability of this general permit and with LDEQ’s need 10 have
a general permit available to consistently regulate the applicable facilities and to issue timely
permit coverage 10 facilities that are determined to be eligible for coverage under the general
permit system.

The Notices of Intent for all LPDES general permits undergo a detailed review to ascertain that
the receiving water does not require that a permit be issued that contains more stringent water
quality based permit hmits. Section G of the permit states ... measures can be taken by the



permitting authority to prohibit any discharge that is not protective of state water gquality
standards.”

Facilities whose storm water discharges are automatically authorized under this general permit
are not required to submit their storm water pollution prevention plans (SWPPP) to LDEQ
unless specifically mnstructed 1o do so. The permitted facilities are required to have their
SWPPP on-site and updated as required by the permit. The adequacy of the SWPPP can be
reviewed by our surveillance staff when they conduct a permit compliance inspection at the
permitted facility, and the facility may be referred to enforcement if a SWPPP has not been
deveioped and implemented as required by the permit.  This is the most appropriaie way 1o
handle SWPPPs. It allows the inspector to determine if the SWPPP 1s appropriate for the site
and if appropriate BMPs are utilized at the facility. There are other compliance documents that
must be completed periodically and maintained on-site with the SWPPP. An on-site facility
inspection is the most appropriate means to determine if the permittee’s SWPPP adequately
addresses all of the storm water permit requirements. The current version of the general permit
that expires July 31, 2006, also allowed the permit writer to automatically authorize storm
water permit coverage under the permitiee’s site-specific LAG48 permit.

Item #8 on Page 4 of the Fact Sheet 1s a standard statement that is used in LPDES general
permits and is used as a warning to applicants that they will not be authorized under the general
permit if their facility discharges any type of wastewater that is not specifically regulated by the

general permit. The permit writer uses the NOI and any other means necessary, including site
visits, to understand the activities that occur at the facility; the processes that produce waste

and/or wastewater; wastewater treatment systems utilized at the facility; and the potential for
storm water contamination to determine if poliutants are generated that are not intended to be
regulated by the general permit. If it is determined that the facility generates poliutants not
intended to be regulated by this general permit, the facility may be eligible for coverage under a
different LPDES permit.

Coverage under this particutar general permit is not available to Publicly Owned Treatment
Works (POTWs) where sewage from off site sources are accepted and treated by a publicly
owned treatment facility. The Department has other types of permits available to POTWs that
more appropriately address their facilities and discharges. Some publicly owned buildings such
as DOTD maintenance barns or city/parish maintenance buildings may be eligible for coverage.
Sanitary wastewater discharges from individual treatment plants and/or oxidation ponds at
facilities classed as a Light Commercial Facility are eligible for coverage under this permit.
Regulations found at LAC 33:1X.711.D specify that oxidation ponds may be considered as
equivalent to secondary treatment and allows discharges up to 135 mg/l (7-day average) TSS
from an oxidation pond.

There 1s no scientific basis for generally excluding Qutstanding Natural Resource Waters and
303(d)-listed waters from receiving permitted discharges; however, extra scrutiny is given to
NOIls for discharges into such water bodies. Discharges may be permitted to Outstanding
Natural Resource Waters provided the discharges do not result in the degradation of the water
body so that it no longer meets the Outstanding Natural Resource Waters designation. 303(d)-
listed streams are histed on a pollutant by pollutant basis. NOIs submitted for permit coverage
for discharges to 303(d)-listed streams are carefully evaluated to determine which pottutant(s)



is/are causing the impairment, what pollutants are contained in the potential discharger’s
effluent, and if permitted discharges from the facility would be protective of in-strcam water
quality standards. Coverage under this general permit wili not be granted to a facility with
discharges that have the potential to cause or contribute to the violation of a water guality
standard.

A maximum pH of 11 standard units may be allowed for discharges of boiler water treatment
blowdown and boiler blowdown wastewater from boilers that are used specifically for chimate
control. When determining if a facility is eligible for the higher pH limit a review wil] be
conducted to determine the in-stream pH standard, the expected volume of the discharge, how
far the discharge is from the receiving stream, and the pathway of flow to the receiving stream.
The permit Statement of Basis will elaborate as to whether the facility is determined to be
eligible for the higher pH limit for discharges under Schedule F or Schedule G.

No discharge will be permatted that is determined to have the potential 1o violate state water
quality standards. This general permit is not intended to be available to facilities that require
more stringent water quality based effluent limitations. The Department will continue to utilize
individual permits to address these sensitive areas. In the absence of industry-specific effluent
limitations or technology-based effluent limitations for particular discharges, the regulations
allow the use of Best Professional Judgment (BPJ) to regulate discharges to surface waters.

The technology based permit limits and the narrative permit requirements were developed such
that under normal circumstances in-stream water quality standards will be protected. A site-

specific determination of permit eligibility and potential negative impacts on water quality will
be made when each NOI is reviewed.

The antidegradation analysis will be conducted when an NOI is received for site specific permit
coverage and the permit writer determines which basin subsegment the facility will discharge to
and the designated uses of the receiving stream. In a very limited number of cases where a
facility might discharge either boiler water treatment blowdown or boiler blowdown from an
office building, office park, warchouse, shop or similar building where the boiler is used for
climate control purposes (heating and cooling a building) a site-specific determination will be
made to ascertain that a higher pH limit can be permitted. In making the determination the
permit writer will consider the volume of the proposed discharge; the distance from the
receiving water body; the assimilative capacity of the water body; and the potental for
neutralization before reaching the receiving stream before permit coverage is grated. Any
facility determined eligible for coverage under the general permit must comply with both the
numeric effluent limitations and the narrative requirements of the permit which were developed
to ensure that discharges in compliance with the permit will protect the designated uses of that
specific water body. The Statement of Basis that is developed when site-specific coverage is
granted provides information related to the location of the facility, path of the effluent. and
receiving stream information.

LPDES effluent limitations and narrative requirements are designed to ensure that surface water
bodies remain fishable and swimmable, although some water bodies may not be meeting those
standards for various natural or manmade reasons. The technology based permit limits and the
narrative permit requirements were developed to ascertain that water quality standards of



receiving streams are protected such that designated uses continue to be met. A site-specific
determination of permit eligibility is made when an NOI 1s reviewed. Permitted discharges that
are in compliance with the permit should not affect the in-stream standards of the receiving
stream. Facilities that are granted coverage under the general permit are required to conduct
self-monitonng 1 accordance with the specific requirements of the outfalls contained in
Appendix A of their cover letter granting authorization 1o discharge under the general permit.
DMRs must be submitted to the Department to report the results of self-monitoring events. The
DMRs are one of the mechanisms that the Department utilizes to determine if a facility is in
compliance with permit requirements. If a problem arises that appears to be related 1o a facility
covered by this general permit, the problem would be a facility-specific problem related to
permit non compliance and that issue would be dealt with appropriately. The facility would be
forced to become compliant or permit coverage would be revoked. It should be noted that a
discharge from a light commercial facility that results in permit noncompliance does not
generaily mean that a water quality standard has been violated.

The Department has extensive Surveillance Division staff who are charged with inspecting
facilities and responding to complaints related to water quality issues. Surveillance staff also
conduct in-stream water quality sampling to determine if water bodies in the State are meeting
the State Water Quality Standards. 1f water quality impairments are discovered during an in-
stream assessment then the source of the pollutant causing the impairment is identified. These
extensive studies have not demonstrated that any of our LPDES general permits are allowing
discharges that are responsible for causing a violation of in-stream water quality standards.
Any problems that might arise would be a facility-specific problem, not problems caused by
permitted discharges that are in compliance with a general permit. Water quality issues that
have developed in past years are often related to unpermitted discharges, unregulated storm
water runoff, atmospheric deposition, drought conditions, crop irrigation/production, and a
variety of unregulated sources.

In order to mimimize the permit backlog it is important that the Department utilize LPDES
general permits to regulate certain categories of discharges from minor sources whose
discharges are considered de minimis. Draft General Permits are available for public comment.
During the public comment period the Department receives comments related to the adequacy
of the general permit to regulate the types of facilities for which it was drafted. Once a Final
General Permit is issued, coverage is then granted to facilities who are determined eligible for
coverage after an extensive review of each facility specific NOI that is submitted for general
permit coverage. Under normal circumstances a facility specific public notice is not issued
prior to authorizing coverage under a general permit. However, if the Department becomes
aware that there is significant public interest in a facility that has applied for general permit
coverage it may public notice the intent to cover the facility under a general permit if the
Department becomes aware of the public interest prior to granting authorization to discharge to
the facility.

The availability of general permits is an important tool used in the LPDES program to more
efficiently permit certain minor industrial facilittes that generate common types of incidental,
low-potential wastewaters. The availability of a general permit for certain de minimis
discharges from Light Commercial Facilities allows the Department to devote more resources
to evaluating permit applications for individual permits for indusirial facilities with discharges



that require more regulatory oversight in order to assure that the health, safety and welfare of

the people are protected. General permits also ensure consistency of permit conditions for
similar types of faciiities and/or discharges that are de minimis in nature.

The Department has considered the comments on the draft permit and the request for a public
hearing to elaborate on the issues raised by the commenters. The Department has addressed in
this document the issues raised in the public comments, and has decided that a public hearing to
further discuss these issues is not warranted.

Response to Written Comments Received from Adam Babich, Counsel for the
Louisiana Environmental Action Network:

Comments submitted in error. Comment letter was replaced by a letter submitted by Marylee
Crr on June 20, 2006.

FINAL ACTION:

Chapter 25 of LAC 33:IX of the state regulations define wastewater and storm water discharges
that require permits. As an NPDES-authorized state, the Louisiana Department of
Environmental Quality (LDEQ), Office of Environmental Services is authorized to issue
LPDES permits. Conditions in the final permit conform to the requirements defined in federal
and state regulations. The Water Permits Division has decided to reissue general permit
LAG480000 to regulate discharges from light commercial facilities in accordance with current
federal and state regulations for such discharges.
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Louisiana Environmental
Action Network / LEAN

POSEGHICE BOX GO325 ¢ BATON ROUGE LOUISIANA /089G« (2795)920-1315 » FAX(225) G22-024/ www [Eanwl ory
June 20 20006

Lowstmna Depariment of Environmental Quality
Adin: Saumava Ghosn

Public Pacticipation Group

PO Box 4313

Baton Roupe. LA 70821-4313

Re: Draft General Permit tor Discharges from Light Commereial Facilities

FAGAROO00, AT 84683

CORRECTION

Duar Ms, Ghosn:

Yesterday. the Lowsiana Environmenal Action Network (LEEAN), submitted commons
on the above referenced draft peneral permit for tight commereial facilities. [ addition,
LLEAN requested that the Talane Environmental Law Chnte (TELC) submit conmments on
LI:AN"s behalf « which they did. However, a clerical error resulbted m two comment
documents being submitted on i.EAN s behalf from T1ELC rather than one from cach
Organization,

As it s the policy ol cach vrgarization only to send out documents which have heen
revicwed and signed by their respective directors. One of those documents purported
be [rom TELC had nat been cleared by that organization’s director, Adam Babich and
wirs inadvertently submitted on LEANS behalt. Would you kindly replace the previous
submission dated June 19. 2006 and signed by Marylee Orr with the correct approved
version attached herein, We sincerely apolopgize Tor any inconvenience wd conlusion
this clerical error may have caused you or your staff.

Siened,
—
R

Marvlee Orr. Exceutive Director

Lowsiang Envirenmental Action Network

L) Helping to Make Lowsiana Safe for Fulure Generalions
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June 19, 2000

Lowesiana Depariment of Bivirenimental Quality
Atn: Soumaya Ghosn

Public Particiption Group

PO Box 4313

Baton Rouge, LA 70821-4313

Re: Diralt General Permit for Discharges from Light Commeraial Facibitics

i LAGAR0000, Al 84683

Dear Mxs. Ghosn:

The following are comments from the Louisiana Envirenmental Actinn Network (LEAN) un the
above referenced dralt general permit foe Jight commereial facilitios.

LEAN is a statewide network of aver one hundred member groups working o fuster cooperation
and communication between individual citizens and corporate and goveroment organizations in
an citort (o assess and mend the environmental problems in Louisiana, LEAN's poal is the
creation und maintenance of a cleaner and healthier environment tor all of the inhabitants of this
state. LIFAN has been concerned shout impacts to Lovisiana’s waters Irom waslewaler
! discharges for many years, has made wastewater pollution a significant component of 3ts work.
‘ and has participated in many related policy and fegal matiers,
A principal coneern with this pernuitis that i number of other presumably “eligible” tacilitics
currently discharge (0 reeciving waters nuplicated by this permit. but the cumulative effects on
thiese walcrways have nol been assessed. It is inapproprizie 1o provide coverage under i general
pernnit that contins only technology-based limits for certain pollutants and no limits Tor others to
a facility that discharges o a reeciving water whose current condition and characleristicy ure
unknowsn,
LIAN has a4 numbcer of concerns about the proposed draft general permit. including. in part, usc
of the gencral permit imstrument, the adeguacy of the general permit as drafted. facilivies elipible
for coverage under the draft pernit, and insufficient public participation in facility-specilic
coverape decisions.

Inappropristeness of General Permit
I Bascline Assessments for Receiving Walers are Needed
It stream is 303d listed, and thus requives a total maximum daily toad (FMBDL) tor a polluian.

Helptng to Make Louisiana Safe for Future Generations
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that pollutant cannol be added o 10 unti that FMDIL s completed. Page 8(d) of the {act sheel
accompanying the permit application suggests that discharges of poliutans will be allowed even
where there 15 no TMDL, for them. Reference is made. on page 26 of the fact shecl, o
“temperature requirements.” but there 1s steong likelihood that water quality standards for
temperature have not been set for all receiving waterways. There is scant attention paid w water
quality standards in the torm of TMDILs. vet 3031d) waters have not been excluded from the pool
of putential reecrviry water bodics. TMDLs are only marginally addressed i the second
paragraph of page 30, Without TMDLs, we de not understand how it can be known whether
discharges will contribute to impairment. On page 32 of the tact sheet appears the statement,
ST will generally he assumed thal discharges from facilitiex permitted under this general permit
are consistent with approved TMDLs.™ 'This assumption makes us very ancomlortable and we
request further explanation and discussion in a public comment lorum.

£ Cumuldative Impacts for Recciving Waters ts Presently Unaddressed

We do not Bind sulficieny memtormg propased by the Loutsiana Department ol Bnvironmental
Ouality (LDEQ) 10 be required of applicants iy order o ensure that pernnt lnnits are met. that
water guality standards are met in the receiving streams, that narrative and numeric criteria are
mes. and that existing wacs are maintgined.

Om page 6 of the Tact sheet appears a bricl discossion o why coneentrations unly nstead of
concentrations and mass hantations or toads will be used i some cases. This s not aceeptable,
since no maner whalt the concentration, fur some pollutants, there s a limit w how much the
warer body can assinnlate, This imit depends an factors like flow, potential w settle.
bioacowmulate, cte. Whether by apphicable Law or not. mass Timitations are not requiced. they are
strongly requesied in s instanee and we request an explanation of why they have been
excluded here.

On page 25 olthe Faiet sheet, LERQ seems o arbitrarily atlowing bensene coneentrations ol Juss
an 10 oinerograms/l, w be reported as 0. 10 correel, s condition s imtolerable, Benzene is g
Known human carcinogea and LDEQ should join LEAN i3 wanting (o keep track of the
cumulative impacts of these “small” concentrations.

This permit clearty stares that discharpers covered under the corrent GP don’t need 10 reapply
bevawuse they will avtematically be covered by the new GP (presumably for another 5 yes). st
carrect then. that there is no consideration of whether conditions and stream healih have changed
in the receiving waterway? Finally, the section on page 9 (0 feids to conlusion over how
inercascd monitoring will be required for past violators if they are “rolled inte™ the new pernal
without any substantial review of their existing perit,

RN Required review of Alteraauves under Section 401 ol CWA

This new permit would allow a (ive-Told increase in discharges of sanitary wastewaters, again
with nu apparent jushiication other than “best professional judgment.” Atibe wop of pape 8 ol
the accompanving lact sheet, 3 statement appears thit “past experience” justi{ies increasing
permitied discharges of sanitary wastewaters by five times, A subsiantive allernatives review s
por seetton 401 might well provide contradictory indications and where discharges to Tier 1]
waters are involved. §s required by law,

to
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Inadequacy of General Permit
1. Fxtensive [ndividual Aualyses Needed

Many dischargers considered to be cligibie Tor coverape nead exiensive individual analysis of
approprizte elNuent Himits under {ederal fow. thus negating any henelit of agyrepating them into
coverase under o general pernil s difficult o understand how 2 general permint streambines
the pracess L DEQ bas w review cach notiee ol mient (NOT) o see i e water body wili be
atfeeled.

Under Tederal Taw. the perman must explicithe prohibit violatons ol water quality standards, but
sinply stating that winer quafity will nol be viokated does not make it so. The general permit
restricts LDEQ s depth of review Tor individual water bodies tor the entire suite of water qualily
standards,

Further, there 15 a need to review storm water poltution prevention plans (SWPPP) individually,
and with public comment. Given that storm water 15 involved 1n this general permit, we expect
{0 see currept SWPPPs for cach permitted facibiy.

it Unclear Language for Protecting ONRWSs and Covering POTWs

Publicly owned treatment works (POTWs) should he addressed by requiring that sccondary
treatment limits apply.

outstanding natural resource walers (ONRW) should he excluded from eligible receiving
streams. On page 8 of 29 inthe permit appears this Languape, This general penmit may not
apply to: 3. discharpes from facilities which are located inan enviromnentally sensitive area.”
LEAN wants LDEQ 10 engure that permits granted will not be exempt from the requirements of
RS 50:1849 and RS 50:1850 governing the management ot l.ouisiana’s Natural and Scenic
Waterways, but the language here provides no indication ot how this poal will be cnsured.

3, Vague in Many Respeets

Some ol the Schedule A sanitary wastewaler dischargers of Tess than 5.000 GPD may be
publicly-owned, 1 so, federal regulations require monthly average hiological oxygen demands
{BODY and total suspended solids (TSS) Himis of 30mg/1. Alsa] for the 5-25,000 GPD
{Schedule 1), there should be limitations on streany size, Now, cte. 25,000 GPD can be
signiticant and overwhelming volume i a small recerving stream. Also, on page 12000 s unclear
why there is a TSS Hmit of 135 mg/d. for facilitics with oxidation ponds. These ponds also have
ta coniply with the secondary reatment limits,

I the pH exception applics onlv to a small number of dischareers that will require thorough
review, then these are net the 1ype of discharges that should be covered by a general permit. We
request further cloboration and specilic discussion ol the parameters and protocol involved in
what comstitutes a “thorough review.” LEAN requests detailed speaifics on how LDEQ will
make these determinagtions. See pages 9 () and Pages 18-19 in parhicalar.
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Within the first paragraph ol page 9 in the Gt sheet. LDEQ seems to completely ignore the need
for water yuality-based standards in certain situations. and also say that technolopy-hased
standards dont exist for the covered discharges. Therefore, LDLQ will simply use best
professional judgment on everything. This is unaceeptable and woulully inadeguate in applysing
waier quality-based standards.

O page 9 of 22 within Part 11 of this dralt permit, this statemaent appeirs, “Any noncompliance
with the Generad or Numerical Critensa is not authorized under this permit.” Whether or not it is
specibically authorized by 1.D1Q, noncompliance is essentialty unavoidable wherever numerical
criteria have not heen established lor a receiving walerway.

4. Insuffictent Reguirements for Antdegradation Analyses

Fhe permil shoukd go througha full Tier 1and Vier 2 antidegradition analysis. and the analysis
must be so limited that it will not allow, through individual or cumulative activities, pollution
(that has not heen shown 1o be insigmlicant. We must see it proven that condibons placed in the
permit will assure that there wall not be sigmiftcant pollution lrom permitied activitics.

Lhe upper pl 1 Hmit for certain types of boiler water is 11, From our rescarch. a pH within the 6-
9 range is acceptable - nothing else. This information alone should trigper & more site-specitic

analysis,
5. InsulTicient Sampling Protocol w Conlirm Assertions of Water Quality
I'rotections

On pages 33 and 34 of the tact sheet. LDTQ makes scveral unsubstantiated statcnents ihat
chTuent limittions are sufliciont 1o protect stale witers, that water quality standards will not be
viohuted. that 303d listed waters will not be impacted. and that designated uses will be protecied.
e document goes on te state that the current G has not resulled in any degradation, but we
bave no indication of haw this determination was established. Can it really be uccurate that no
water quality 1ssucs have developed sinee the last GP was issued in 20007 Reference 1s made (o
a “reasonable potential™ analysis on page 34 of the fact sheet, but where 1s the actual analysis”
We need o see 1t

LD, on page 30, states that Bimitations on this permit will protect water quality ol all sireams
in the stale, implying that water guality hasn™ been affected see the dast GP was 1ssued and that
only de minimiy discharges we involved. However, the Agency has not provides any hasis jor
these statements.

D1 has explicitly excluded discharges that would result in a violaton of WOQSBs, Despite the
Apeney s assurance on page live that discharpes allowed under this general permil ave
essentially harmless. “During the preparation of this permit. it has been determined that the
discharges will have no adverse impact on the existing uses of the receiving waler bodies,™ it s
stild unclear how the Agency will credibly determine whether water quality standards (WQS) are
being violated.

0, Peemits Must Explicitly prohibit violations ol water quality standards
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The legislative intent was W0 require more than amere statcinent that WQSs will not be violated.
The public is nor comfortable with *laith-based permitting™ where self-reporting in general terms
is allowed to take the place of eredible standards sciting followed by thorough sampling and
puhlic reparting of atl sampling results. It remains unclear how covered entitics will determine
whether WOQSs are being violined.

Ihe permit must explicitly prohibit violaion of water quabity standards, We expect
“reasonable potential” analysis of whether the discharge wiil Tower WOSs. Louisiana also needs
water quality-based ctltuent imitations (WQBELs). ruther thin technology-based ones. 1.D1EQ
should itsell devise WOBELSs rather than defaulting to only technology-based ones.

7. BUIL T-IN: Compliance Measures and Protections

On page 27 (D) itis indicated that 1.DEQ proposcs 1o autematically permiv stoom water
discharues ol factlities thit get this GP. Then the facility has 60 days Lo submita SWPPP which
is suppused to demonsirate thiat WOSs will be met. Under what guidelines and authority docs
L1 propose Lo automatically 1ssue the storm water permit without first reviewing the
SWINTPY

Thow will £DEQ determine whether there will be an covironmental sk thal merits excluding a
discharee? Sev puge 4 part (R). Just how will LD analyze and quantify patential
environmental impacts to the receiving waterways?

Lack of QOpportunity for Public participation
1, Public Commuem Process Needs Attention

As has olien been the case with pemmils submitted o 1,11, there does not Tollow a sufficiem
public comment process complete with public scoping and 4 public comment process ullowed
by an open mecting or hearing 1o discuss, address and review the comments submitied. We
hereby request an improved public comment process for any Tuture general permits and a public
hearing (o clarity the issues raised in TEANSs commems to permit LAGA480000,

Conclusion

For these reasons and others, 1.EAN hereby objeets to the 1ssuance of this penwral pernit and
lormally requests an in-depth public hearing o fully and adequately address all of our concerns
expressed heren.

Signed.

Ao Qe

Marvlee Orr, ixeeutive Direetor

ILouisiana Bnvironmental Action Network

Page 7
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Lowsiana Department of Environmemal Quality
Attn: Soumaya (ihosn

Public Participation Group

P.0). Box 4313

Baton Rougy, LA 70821-4313

Ke: Draft General Permit for Discharpes from Light Commercind Facilitics

LAG480000, Al 84683

Dear Ms. Ghosn:

The following are comments from the Tulane Environmental Law Chinic on behalf of the
: Louisiana Environmental Action Network (EEAN) on the above referenced draft general
: permit for light commercial facilities.

LEAN is a statewide network of over one hundred member groups working 1o foster
cooperation and communication between individual citizens and corporate and
povesnment nrpganizations in an citort to a5scss and mend the crvironmental problems in
Louisiana. LEAN's poal is the creation and maintenance of a cleaner and healthier
environment Tor all ol the mhabtlants of this state. LIZAN bas been concerned about
impacts 1o Lowsiana’s waters from wastewater discharges for many years, has made
waslewater pollution a significant component of its work, and has participated in many
related policy and legal matters.

A nember of other “eligible” facilities discharge to receiving waters that have not been
assessed. 1t is inappropriate to provide coverage under a gencral permit that contains
only tcchnology-based limits for certain pollulanis and no limits for others to a Tacility
that discharpes to a receiving water whose current condition and characteristics are
unknown.

LEAN has a number of concerns about the proposed draft general permit, including, in
pant, use of the general permit instrument, the adequacy of the gencral permit as drafied,
facilities ehypible for coverage under the drafi permit, and insufficient public panicipation
in facility-specific coverage decisions.

Inapproprintencss of Generud Permit

L Bascline Assessments for Receiving Walers are Needed

S Helping to Make Louisiona Safe for Future Generations
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Ia strenm is 303d histed, and thus requires @ TMDL for o pollutant, that poliutant cannot
be added to 11 unul that TMDL 1s completed. Page 8(d) of the fact sheet accompanying
the permint apphication suggests that discharges of pollutants will be allowed even where
there is no TMDUE, for them. Reference is made, on page 26 of the fact sheet, to
“lemperature requirements,” bul there 1s strong likelihood that water quality standards for
temperature have not been set for all receiving waterways. There is scant atlention paid
to water quality standards in the form of TMDLs, vet 303(d) waters have not heen
excluded {rom the peol of potential recciving waterbodivs. TMDLs arc unly marginaliy
addressed in the second paragraph of page 30. Without TMDLs, we do not understand
how it can be known whether discharges will contnbute to impairment. On page 32 of
the fact sheet appears the staiement, *J1JE will generally be assumed that discharges from
facilities perinitted under this general permit are consistent with approved TMDLs.™ This
assumption makces us very uncomfortable and we request further explanation and
discussion in a public comment forum.

2 Cumulative Impacts for Receiving Walers is Presenily Unaddressed

We do not find sutficient monttoring, proposced by LDEQ 10 be required of applicanis in
order 10 ensure that permit limits are met, that water quality standards are met in the
receiving streams, that narrative and numeric criteria are met, and that existing uses are
maintained.

On page 6 of 1he fict sheet appears o brief discussion of why cancentrations only insicad
ol concenlrations and mass limitations or loads will be used in some cases. This is nnt
aceeplable, since no matter what the concentration, lor some pollutants, there is a limit (o
how much the waterbody can assimilate. This limit depends on Iactors Iike Tow,
potential 1o scttle, bioaccwmulate, ete. Whether by applicable law or pot, mass
limitations arc not required, they are strongly requested in this instance and we request an
caplunation of why they have been excluded here.

On page 23 of the fact sheet, LDEQ seems to arbitrarily allowing benzene concentrations
of less than 10 micrograms/I. to be reported as 0. I correet, this condition is inolerable.
Benzene 15 a known human carcinogen and LDEQ should join LEAN in wanting 1o keep
track of the cumulative impacts of these “small” concentrations.

Thes permit clearly states that dischargers covered under the current GI don’t need o
reapply because they will automatically be covered by the new (G (preswmably for
another 5 yrs). Is it correct then, that there is no consideration of whether conditions and
siream heslth have changed in the receiving waterway? Finally, the scction on page 9

(1) leads to confusion over hew increased monitoring will be required for past violators iff
they arc “rolled into” the new permit without any substantial review of their existing
permil,

3. . Reguired review of Alternabives under Section 401 ol CWA

This new permit would allow a five-fold increase in discharges of sanitary wastewaters,
again with no apparent justification other than “best professional judgment.™ At the top
of page K ol the accompanying fact sheet, a statement appears that “past experience”

-3
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justifics increasing permitled discharges of sanitary wastowaters by five imes. A
substantive allernatives review as per seetion 401 might well provide contradictory
indications and where discharges to Ticr 11 walers are involved, is required hy law,

Inaidequacy of General Permit
I. Extensive Individual Analyses Needci

Many dischiargers considered to be eligible for covernpe need extensive mdividua)
analysis ol appropriate effluent limits under federal Jaw. thus negating any benefit of
apgregating them into coverage under a pencral permi. s difficult to understand how 3
general permit streamlines the process 1 LDEQ has o review each notice of intent (NOQJI)
1o sec it the waterbody will be alfected.

Under federal law, the permit must explicitly prohibit violations of water quality
standards, bul simply stating that water quality will not be violated docs not make it so.
The general penmii restricts 1D1Q s depih of review for individual walerbodies for the
entire suite of water quality standards.

Further, there is a need 1o revicw stormwaler pollution prevention plans {SWPPP)
individually, and with public comment. Given that sinmuwater 1s involved in this peneral
penmit. we expedt lo see current SWPPPs for cach permitnted facility.

s

2. Unilear Language for Protecting ONRWs and Covering POTWs

Publicly owned treatment works (POTWs) should bu addressed by requining that .
secondary treatment limits apply.

ONRWs should be excluded from eligibie receiving streams. On page 8 of 29 in the
purmil appeary this fanguage, “This general permit may not apply to: 3. discharges
from facilities which are located 10 an environmentally sensitive area.” LEAN want
LDEQ to ensure that permits granted will not be exempt from the requisements of RS
56:1849 and RS 5611859 governing the management of Loussiana’s Natwral and Scenie
Waterways, but the languape here provides no indicabion of how this poal wiill be
ensured.

3. Vague in Many Respects

Suome of the Schedule A sanitary wastewater dischargers of Jess than 5,000 GPD may be
publicly-owned. 1f so, federal regulations require monthly average BODs and TSS himits
of 30my/L. Alse, for the 5-25,000 GPD (Schedule J), there should be limitations on
stream size, flow, etc. 25,000 GPD can be a sipnificant and overwhelming volumu in
small receiving stream. Also, on page 12, itis unclear why there 15 a TSS limit of 135
myfl. for facilities with oxidation ponds. These ponds also have to comply with the
sccondaey treatinenl imls,

P
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I{ the plTexception applics only 1o a smidl number of dischargers that will require
thorough ruvicw, then these are not the type of discharges that should be covercd by a
general permit. We request further elaboration and speaitic discussion of the pawamelers
and protocol mvolved m what constitutes a “thorough review.™ LEAN requests detailed
specifics an how LDLEQ will make these determinations. See pages 9 (g) and Pages 18-19
in particular.

Within the first paragraph of page 9 in the fact sheet, LDEQ scums 1o completely ipnore
the need for water quality-based standards i contain situations, and slso suy tha
technology-based standards don’t cxist fur the covered discharges. Therefore, LDEQ)
will simply use best professienal judgment on everything. This is unacceptable and
woclully inadeguate in applying water quality-based standards.

On page ¢ 0f 22 within Part i1 of this drafl permit, this statement appears, " Any
nancompliance with the General or Numerical Criteria is nol authoriced under this
permit.” Whether or not it 1s specifically authorized by LDEQ, noncompliance 1s
cssentially unavoidable wherever mumerical criteria have not been established for a
receIving wilerway.

4 Insufficient Requirements for Antidegradation Analyscs

T he permit should go through o full Ties | and Tier 2 antidegradaion onabysis, and the
anabysis must be so timited that it will not allow, through individual or cumulative
activitics, pollution that has not been shown to be insignificant. Woe must see 11 proven
1hat conditions placed in the permit will assure that there will not be signiftcant pollution
from permitted activities.

The upper pH limi for certuin types ol boiler water is 11 From our research, a pld
within the 6-9 ranpe is acceptable - nothing else. This infonnation alene should tnigger a
more site-specific analysis,

5. Insutiicient Samphng Protocol to Confirm Assertions of Water Quality
Protections

On papes 33 and 34 ol the [act sheet, LDEQ mukes severa] unsubstantiated sialements
that effluent hmilations are sufficient to protect state waters, that water quality standards
will not be viedated, that 303d listed waters will not be impacted, and that designated uses
will be protected. The document goes on 1o state that the current GP has not resulted in
any degradation, but we have no indication ol how this deferministion was cstablished.
Can it really be aceurate that no water quality issues have developed sinee the last GP
was ssucd in 20017 Relerence is made to a Vreasonable potentin]” analysis un page 34 of
the Fact sheet. but where is the actual analysis? We need to see it

LDEQ, on page 30, states that limitations an this permit will protect water quality of alj
streams in the state, implying that water guality hasn’t been aftected since the last GP
was 1ssued and that only de minimiy discharges arc involved. However, the Agencey hag
not provides any basis for these stmements,

Page 5
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LDEQ has explicnly excluded dischirges that would result 1o a violation of WOSs,
Despite the Agency’s assurance on page five that discharges alloweded under this general
permit are essentially harmiess. “During the preparation of this permit. it has been
derermined that the discharpes will have no adverse impact on the existing uses of the
recerving walerbodies,”™ 101s stll unclear how the Agency will credibly determine
whether WQSs ure being violated

6. Permits Must fxplicitfy prohibit violations ol water quality standurdy

The Jegishative intent was 1o require more than a mere statement that WQSs will not be
violated. "The public is not comfortable with “faith-hased permitting™ where self-
reporting in pencral terms s alowed 10 tuke the pluce of credible standards setting
followed by thorough sampling and public reparting of all sampling resubts, 1t remains
anclear how covered entities will determine whethier WQSs are being violated,

The permit must explicitty protibin violation of water qualily standards (WQS). We
expect a “repsonable potential” analysis of whether the discharge will lower WQSs.
Fouisiana also needs water quality-based effluent imituions (WQBELs), rather than
technolopy-based unes. LDEQ should itself devise WOQREDs rather than defaulting 10
only 1echnology-bused ones.

7. BUILT-IN: Compliance Measures and Prolections

On page 27 (D) it is indicated that £.DEQ proposes to automatically permit stormwater
discharges of facilities that get this GP. Then the facility has 60 days to submita SWPPP
which is supposed to demonsiraie thar WQSs will be met. Under what guidelines and
authority dovs LDEQ propose o automatically issue the stormwater penmit without {irsi
reviewing the SWPPP?

How will 1 DEQ determine whether there will be an environmental risk thal merins |

excluding a discharpe? See page 4 part (8). Just how will LDEQ analyze and quantify
poiential environmental impacts 1o the receiving, walerways?

Lack of Opportunity for Public participution
1. Public Comment Process Needs Attention

As has often been the case with permits submitted to LDEQ, there does not follow o
suttictent public comment process complete with public scoping and a public comment
process loHowed by an open meeting or hearing to discuss, address and review ithe
comments submitted, We hereby request an improved public conynent process for any
Mature general permits and a public hearing te clanfv the 1ysucs raised in LEAN's
comments 1o permit LAG4RO000,
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Conclusion

For these reasens and athers, LEAN hereby ohjeets 1o the issuance of this gencral permit
and formally requests an in-depth public hearing to fully and adeguately address all of
our concerns expressed herein.

Thank vou for giving these concems your allention.
Sineerely,

e 3 .

Maree M, Orr

Execubive Director

Louistina Environmental Action Network

G
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TULANE ENVIRONMENTAL LAW CLTNIC ‘ _a

June 18, 2006

Via fax: (225) 219-3309 & e-maill maillistrequestt@ldeq oirg)& U.S. Mail

Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality
ATTN: Ms. Soumaya Ghosn

Public Participation Group

P.C}. Box 4313

Baton Rouge, LA 70821-4313

Re:  Comments on Draft General Permit for Discharges from Light
Commercial Facilities (Al 84683)

Dear Ms. Ghosn:

Thank you for the opportunity to submit the following comments on behalf of
Louisiana Environmental Action Network (LEAN)' on LDEQ’s draf general permit for
light commercia) facilitics.

1. A General Permit is Inappropriate for Dischuarges that Require Extensive
Analysis.

In general, the purpose of a general permuit is to carve out specific types of activities
which, because they have an insignificant impact on the environment, do not ment
detailed review and thus need not undergo tndividualized permit review. LDEQ’s drafi
General Permit, however, would apply to discharges that require extcnsive imdividual
analysis of appropnate effluent limits under federal law, thus negating any bencfit of
aggregating them into coverage under a general pernmit. It is therefore unclear how the

"J.EAN is a non-profit corporation organized under the Jaws of the State of Louisiana, LEAN serves 85 an
umbnella organization for cnvironmental and citizen groups. LEAN's purposc i3 to preserve and protect the
state’s land, air, waler, and other netural resources, and to protect ils members and other residents of the
statc from threats of pollution. LEAN has members statewide, including imembers who live. wok, or
recrente m the project area.
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proposed permit will streamline the review process if LDEQ will be required to review
each Notice of Intent and to determine how the water quality of the proposed receiving
waterbody wil] be affected.

Furthermore, it is unclear how LDEQ will determine whether a propesed discharge
presents such an environmental risk that it merits being excluded from coverage by the
gencral permil. How will such potential environmental risks be analyzed and quantificd?

2. LDEQ must perform additional analysis on the proposed General Permit. -

The: Louisiana Constitution requircs LDEQ), as public trustee, to analyze the
environmental impacts of the proposed General Permit. The Lowsiana Constitution
states that “[t]hc natural resources of the state, including air and water, and the healthful,
scenic, historic, and esthetic quality of the environment shall be protected, conserved, and
replenished insofar as possible and consistent with the health, safety, and welfare of the
people.” La. Const, art. IX, § 9. The Louisiana Supreme Court found that this
constitutional provision “‘requires an agency or official, before granting approval of [the]
proposed action affecting the environment, to determine that adverse environmental
impacts have been minimized or avoided as much as possible consistent[ ] with the public
welfare.” Save Ourselves, Inc. v. Louisiana Envtl. Control Comm'n, 452 So. 2d 1152,
1157 {J.a. 1984). The court explained that LDEQ must “use a systematic,
interdisciplinary approach to evaluation of each . . . project . . . . In determining whether
the proposed project fully minimizes adverse environmental effects, the [agency)
necessarily must consider whether altemate projects, alternate sites, or mitigation
measures would offer more protection for the environment than the project as proposed
without unduly curtailing non-environmental benefits.” Id. (emphasis added).

LDEQ’s environmental assessment must demonstrate that the proposed permit
does not have a reasonable potential to adversely affect the quality of slate waters.

LDEQ must demonstrate how it will track the cumulative impacts of discharges
that the General Permit authorizes and how it wall measure these discharges’ cumulative
effects on receiving water bodies.

LDEQ’s environmental assessment must demonstrate that it has based the draft
permit’s effluent limitations on scientific analysis. To the extent that LDEQ relies on
“best professional judgment” to set effluent Jimitations, LDEQ must specify the basis for,
and all data supporting, that judgment.

The proposed permit makes several blanket statements with no justification, e.g.,
that effluent limitations are sufficient to protect state waters, that water quality standards
will not be violated, that discharges under the permit will not impact 303(d)-listed waters,
and that the permit will protect designated uses. LDEQ’s environmental assessment must
specify the grounds for these assertions and show how LDEQ has determined that the
general permit will comply with the Clean Water Act,

The permit also states, without justification, that the current general permit for
discharges from light commercial facilities has not resulted 1n any degradation of state
waters. LDEQ’s environmental assessment must provide the basis for this LDEQ
determmination.
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Consistent with LDEQ’s dutics as public trustee, the LDEQ must perform a full
Ticr 1 and Tier 2 anti-degradation analysis. Further, the permit must be imited so that it
will not allow, through individual or cumulative activitics, peliution that has not been
shown Lo be insignificant. Similarly, “Outstanding Natural Resource Waters™ and
“303(d)-listed waters,” which require special consideration and analysis, should be
excluded from the list of eligible receiving streams.

3. LDEQ must place conditions in the permit to ensure that there will not be
significant pollution from permitted activities.

The draft General Permit lacks sufficient conditions to ensure protection of
receiving streams’ water quabty.

4, Request for a Public Hearing

Cn behalf of LEAN, we request a public hearing to ¢larify the points discussed
abave, and any other concerns that may anse.

Conclusion

LEAN objects to the issuance of the General Permit until and unless LDEQ
adequately addresses LEAN's comments. Again, thank you for this opportunity to
participate in the state’s water quality protection process.

Respectfully submitted this 19th day of June, 2006,

ENTAL LAW CLINIC

(el A

dam Babich (La. Bar No. 27177)

Counsel for the Louisiana Environmental Action
Network ’

6329 Freret Street, Room 130

New Orleans, LA 70118

Phone: (504) 862-8800

Fax: (504) 862-8721
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